I. INTRODUCTION
Climate change has been a much-debated issue of our time. At the core of this debate lies the question of how the law can regulate climate change contributions and promote adaptation and mitigation strategies. The United Nations ("UN"), the European Union ("EU"), the United States, and intergovernmental organizations have been focusing on the policy aspects of climate change for decades while environmentalists, industrialists, and non-profit organizations have created precedent through litigation. The most important function of climate change law and policy, however, is to curb the global emissions of greenhouse gases ("GHGs") that trap heat in the Earth's atmosphere and warm climates. However, adapting to and mitigating the effects of climate change, such as extreme weather events, droughts, and floods, can only be accomplished through concerted efforts of various industries, governments, and the public like cap-and-trade or carbon tax schemes imposing blanket limits on GHG emissions. This Article reveals new avenues of climate change adaptation and mitigation through carbon taxation of genetically modified ("GMO") commodity crops to bring the carbon tax to a previously overlooked contributor to climate change: intensive agriculture.
At the onset, this Article describes the current state of agriculture and its effects on climate change. Part II summarizes the leading climate science and the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change's ("IPCC") evidence of climate change. Then, an introduction to Pacala and Socolow's "Wedges" model for climate change mitigation illustrates that the current business-as-usual food production system is unsustainable and harmful to its own continued existence. In the subsequent discussion about climate policy, the scientific rationales lay the groundwork for the following introduction to the carbon-tax idea within the law and policy setting. Thus, Part III first explains what a carbon tax is and provides an overview of carbon taxation under the EU's Emissions Trading Scheme ("ETS"). In the same section, the lacking carbon tax scheme in the U.S. is contextualized with the emissions reduction incentives that carbon taxation may bring. Part IV provides a background of the links between environmental law, climate change policy, and food and agriculture law to reveal points of action. The goal of this subsection is to lay out the jurisdictional hierarchy governing carbon taxes and the potential legal challenges, unfavorable precedent, or policy obstacles to implementing a GMO-commodity-crop carbon tax ("GCCCT").2 Finally, this Article concludes with an assessment of the chances for success of introducing a GCCCT in the EU and in the U.S.
II. CLIMATE CHANGE, CARBON TAXATION, AND AGRICULTURE

A. Current State of the Science: The IPCC's Assessment of Agriculture's Effect on Climate Change
On an international level, the IPCC has been studying and publishing strong evidence of climate change.3 In periodic reports and environmental assessments, the IPCC provides guiding information on which the UN and governments around the globe rely. Recently, an IPCC Report highlights the impact climate change has had on agriculture,4 pinpointing the most commonly traded crops-often GMOs.5 Specifically, the report states that " [c] limate change has negatively affected wheat and maize yields for many regions and in the global aggregate (medium confidence). Effects on rice and soybean yield have been smaller in major production regions and globally . . . ."6 The responses to these yield losses are increased uses of genetically engineered crops to withstand higher levels of pesticides and herbicides and to thrive 2.
Carbon dioxide ("CO2") is a particularly troublesome GHG, warranting special treatment. See Climate Change Indicators: U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions, EPA, https://perma.cc/NA7R-B9B7 (last updated Dec. 17, 2016). CO2 is also a "GHG indicator"; it is often used as a representative of all GHGs. Id.
3.
See, e.g., Fifth Assessment Report, IPCC, https://perma.cc/6S4E-GX6H. All aspects of food security are potentially affected by climate change, including food access, utilization, and price stability (high confidence). Redistribution of marine fisheries catch potential towards higher latitudes poses risk of reduced supplies, income, and employment in tropical countries, with potential implications for food security (medium confidence). Global temperature increases of ~4°C or more above late-20th-century levels, combined with increasing food demand, would pose large risks to food security globally and regionally (high confidence).10 Therefore, adaptation and mitigation strategies are urgently needed to avoid global food crises. Correspondingly, the IPCC defines adaption as " [t] he process of adjustment to actual or expected climate and its effects. In human systems, [such as agriculture,] adaptation seeks to moderate or avoid harm or exploit beneficial opportunities."11 It follows that, "[i]n some natural systems," herein defined as the ecosystems that support local agri- IPCC REPORT, supra note 4, at 18. 10. Id. For a discussion of the definition of "high confidence," see supra note 6. 11. Id. at 5.
culture, "human intervention may facilitate adjustment to expected climate and its effects."12 Notably, climate change impacts are defined as the "[e]ffects on natural and human systems."13 In the IPCC Report, climate change impacts "generally refer to effects on lives, livelihoods, health, ecosystems, economies, societies, cultures, services, and infrastructure due to the interaction of climate changes or hazardous climate events occurring within a specific time period and the vulnerability of an exposed society or system."14 Thus, given the pervasiveness of agriculture's effects in all these areas of life, reducing agriculture's GHG emissions may have promising effects on climate change adaptation and mitigation.
Strategies to curb unsustainable farming practices-such as those that rely on heavy fossil fuel uses for transportation, tillage, or fertilizer production-present one of many avenues to reduce agriculture's effects on climate change. Although general examples of climate change adaptation and mitigation include soil health conservation in human systems and wildlife protection in natural systems, agroecologic approaches to food production may unite but decentralize systems,15 thereby encouraging climatefriendly farming that suits the world's localities. Other examples of alleged adaptation and mitigation (but which are neither in reality)-often set forth by biased representatives and publications or advertisements of the industry producing GMO-based processed foods-include increased yield through genetic engineering, higher use of fertilizer and pesticides, and more aggressive farming practices, all of which are profit-oriented goals.16 This is sometimes referred to as the "BigAg" scheme. In the agricultural sector, however, despite the wide acceptance of the BigAg scheme, the agroecologic strategy is more promising in the long run.17 Specifically, reducing GHG sources may be accomplished by de- centralizing food systems, which would cut emissions from industrial production, processing, and distribution.18 Simultaneously, carbon sinks may be enhanced through increased crop diversification, soil health management, and ocean conservation in the aquaculture subsector.19 Thus, encouraging agroecologic farming practices inadvertently means that unsustainable farming practices following BigAg's scheme must be discouraged. Accomplishing these positive changes in the agricultural sector will take various strategies. This Article presents one approach: borrowing the carbon taxation method of addressing climate change to the agricultural sector to introduce the polluter-pays model to food production.
B. Business-As-Usual: Pacala and Socolow's Wedges
To adapt to-and mitigate-climate change, we must recognize that the business-as-usual, intensive agricultural model, which is still heavily reliant on BigAg-style centralization and industrialization, remains unsustainable. In fact, BigAg's model is undermining its own existence through resource exploitation and environmental degradation for short-term profit-and at the cost of long-term sustainability. This model is, however, the widelyestablished business-as-usual, which fails to mitigate climate change from the food and agriculture standpoint. Thus, clarifying the "current literature about stabilizing atmospheric [carbon dioxide] ("CO2") at less than a doubling of the preindustrial concentration has led to needless confusion about current options for mitigation"20 and can be explained differently than through the BigAg scheme and its biased publicity. In their seminal work, climate scientists Pacala and Socolow use wedges to idealize the fifty-year emissions reductions as a triangle, with a "flat" trajectory of fossil fuel emissions representing "stabilization" and a rising, straight "ramp" indicating business-as-usual ("BAU" Applied to agriculture, the resource-intensive BAU would fail at stabilization "[w]hen forest or natural grassland is converted to cropland, up to one-half of the soil carbon is lost, primarily because annual tilling increases the rate of decomposition by aerating undecomposed organic matter."25 Thus, "[a]bout . . . two wedges' worth . . . has been lost historically in this way."26 Nonetheless, Pacala and Socolow provide an option that focuses on agricultural soils management,27 which illustrates how stabilization in the agricultural sector could be accomplished through conservation tillage-when "seeds are drilled into the soil without plowing" or with "the use of cover crops, and erosion control."28 Thus, "a good case could be made for the IPCC's estimate that an additional half to one wedge could be stored in this way."29 Notably, "this way" implies a set of sustainability-and environmental-conservation-oriented farming methods akin to agroecology-i.e., those in harmony with ecosystem conservation.30 Conversely, stabilization, as illustrated through the wedges, would inevitably signify abandoning the farming methods that have destabilized at least two wedges' worth, as previously explained. Thus, following the BigAg scheme, i.e., the BAU model, is the exact opposite of what is needed to mitigate and adapt to climate change-which is necessary to ensure food safety31 for the future; without steady agricultural yields in the face of changing climate, food security is, in fact, jeopardized.32 In sum, a reduction in fossil-fuel-reliant farming is necessary to achieve the stabilization that food systems rely on to ensure continued food safety. Pacala and Socolow are hopeful that "[h]umanity can solve the carbon and climate problem in the first half of this century simply by scaling up what we already know how to do."34 While agroecology provides many of the answers, consumers are empowered to be climate-active citizens.35 Thus, implementing agricultural policies to stabilize emissions "would inevitably be renegotiated periodically to take into account the results of research and development, experience with specific wedges, and revised estimates of the size of the stabilization triangle. But not filling the stabilization triangle will put 500-ppm stabilization out of reach."36
Consequently, governments are starting to respond with policy models that mandate certain GHG reductions to fill the stabilization triangle, even if these connections are not necessarily explicit. The following section focuses on carbon taxation as a policy response that may help to reach stabilization goals while further specifying climate change mitigation and adaptation strategies for the agricultural sector.
III. CARBON TAXING FOR CLIMATE CHANGE ADAPTATION AND MITIGATION
A. What is a Carbon Tax?
By definition, "[a] 'carbon tax' or a tax on GHG emissions imposes a direct fee (the carbon price) on emission sources based on the amount of GHG they emit, but does not set a limit on GHG emissions."37 As such, a carbon tax resembles cap-and-trade options in that "the tax could be imposed upstream or downstream"38 and essentially follows a polluter-pays model. Notably, under such a model, those who emit the most GHG pay the most. While this shifts the responsibility for polluting to the actual culprits, seemingly removing the burden from the population at large, the carbon tax may be reflected in the prices of commodities and merely spreads the tax widely, rather than forces compliance with emissions caps. Nonetheless, such a carbon tax may "require importers, producers and distributors of fossil fuels to pay a fixed fee on the carbon dioxide contained in fuel sold and/or it could require emitters to pay based on their actual emissions," thereby enforcing improved transparency by virtue of disclosing measurable emissions.39
Carbon taxes offer a host of benefits that complement capand-trade alternatives.40 In fact, "[a]nalyses have shown that an emission tax is more likely to allow for adoption of the cheapest mitigation strategies, as well as easier administration, than a cap-and-trade scheme.41 Additionally, the revenue generation from carbon taxes may be reinvested in environmental cleanup programs, green-energy innovation, or for other societal benefits. However:
Emitters may choose either to pay the tax or to reduce emissions [and,] [a]s a result, the level of the tax will likely have to be adjusted over time to meet a given emission target. This system does, however, provide price certainty, because the tax level is set before the policy is implemented.42
Although carbon taxation seems to be a straightforward approach to environmental regulation from a public-law perspective, it can actually take many forms through regional, national, and subnational carbon pricing initiatives.43 Price rate changes, From a private-law perspective, corporate carbon price reporting encourages institutional investors to actively engage "with governments on the risks of weak climate policy and the need for a carbon price through the Global Investor Statement on Climate Change,"47 according to the World Bank. For instance, the Global Investor Statement on Climate Change ("GISCC") was signed by 409 investors representing more than US$24 trillion in assets to transition to a low-carbon economy and adapt to the physical impacts of climate change.48 Minimization of climate risk is at the forefront of the GISCC and illustrates the flip side to emissions taxation, where those taxed are seeking to exceed the bare minimum of government-imposed carbon taxation. Here, the proceeds may yield enormous benefits for adaptation and mitigation strategies. With these market realities and trends in globalization in mind, applied to the agricultural sector, a carbon tax would disincentivize the use of fossil-fuel-based fertilizers and pesticides, and may even shorten food chains that escalate food miles, i.e., the distances that food is transported from farm to fork. In theory, "higher prices generally result in lower consumption"49 of those products with the highest emissions, such as GMOs with the greatest dependence on fossil fuels for production and processing. However, scholars warn that "fertilizer and input suppliers [may] bump up the prices they charge farmers to cover their carbon tax costs," while "[f]armers can't pass these direct and indirect costs on,"50 thereby weakening the competitiveness of agricultural products. Simply put, commodity crop producers who may have to pay a carbon tax will likely be less competitive in the global market if their products are priced higher than those of competitors who do not pay a carbon tax. This likely consequence of carbon taxation in the agricultural sector begs the important question of how emissions taxation could be implemented to encourage more environmentally friendly farming practices. The following historical context and comparison of carbon taxation in the EU and the U.S. will be instructional in highlighting possible avenues to tax emissions for agroecological ideals.
B. Overview of Carbon Taxation in the European Union
Over the past quarter century, several European countries spearheaded carbon taxation models with a clear goal of addressing climate change. Professor Skou also notes that "[c]arbon taxes have proven effective in curbing emissions and, with excise taxes on fuels, provide a long-term signal capable of transforming energy and transport systems. " 54 He emphasizes that "[c]arbon tax schemes have been designed to reinforce employment and economic activity and to avoid damaging economic growth. " 55 Thus, as previously implied, the benefits of carbon taxation go beyond penalizing pollution by making funds available that stimulate green growth and redirect funds to adaptation and mitigation strategies.
A Little European Carbon Tax History
As a signatory to the Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change ("UNFCCC"), the EU partakes in the international community's striving towards the goals of mitigating and adapting to climate change.56 For instance, in 2000, the EU launched the European Climate Change Program ("ECCP"), "including an emission trading program and various legislative initiatives to promote renewable energy, expand the use of biofuel, and improve the energy efficiency of buildings."57 Later, in January 2005, the EU inaugurated the European Union Emission Trading Scheme ("ETS"). With these frameworks in place and by its own account, the EU considers the ETS "a cornerstone of the EU's policy to combat climate change and its key tool for reducing greenhouse gas emissions costeffectively."58 In fact, the ETS "is the world's first major carbon 
The European Union Emission Trading Scheme ("EU ETS")
Of special interest for this Article is the EU ETS, especially the carbon stocks in the EU territory's agricultural lands, functioning as carbon sinks toward the overarching goal to reduce GHGs. In fact, the European Commission estimates that "the release of just 0.1% of the carbon currently stored in European soils would equal the annual emissions from as much as 100 million cars."70 Emphasizing that the removal, emission, and storage of CO2 is of particular importance,71 the European Commission notes that agriculture in GHG accounts of industrialized nations are governed by Protocol rules for the so-called LULUCF sectorland-use, land-use change, and forestry.72 Although the EU ETS works as a cap-and-trade scheme, it incorporates some carbon taxation by promoting robust carbon pricing for investment in clean, low-carbon technologies73-the so-called green energy sector. Operating in 31 countries-i.e., all 28 EU countries plus Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway-the ETS "limits emissions from more than 11,000 heavy energy-using installations (power stations [and] industrial plants) and airlines operating between these countries," which "covers around 45% of the EU's greenhouse gas emissions."74 As such, the ETS has the potential to live up the ideals of carbon taxes by following the polluter-pays model and bringing funds to local economies for clean-ups and greening.
Under the EU-wide ETS cap, companies receive or buy tradable emission allowances.75 Between 2013 and 2020, the emissions cap is reduced by 1.74% every year,76 forcing facilities to continually lower their emissions or pay a price. As such, the "[e]mission allowances are the 'currency' of the EU ETS, and the gy, industrial processes, solvents, agriculture, land use change and forestry, and waste sectors86-thereby acknowledging its agricultural carbon footprint. In fact, the U.S. has less than five percent of the global population but consumes over one quarter of the world's oil and emits nearly half of global GHGs.87 Food production accounts for 20 percent of fossil fuel consumption in the U.S.,88 implying that a carbon tax in the agricultural sector could significantly raise climate change mitigation and adaptation.
This graph summarizes how the ETS and the workings of the carbon market create incentives to reduce emissions (or disincentivizes pollution). Under the ETS, countries set allowances (top left
Industrial farming and the BigAg scheme are particularly fertile grounds for effective climate change adaptation and mitigation through carbon taxes. American food processing releases major air pollutants including sulfur dioxide ("SO2"), carbon monoxide ("CO"), ozone ("O3"), CO2, and nitrogen dioxide ("NO2").89 Environmental scholars explain that [e] missions from food processing can be classified into three categories: direct emissions, indirect emissions from purchased electricity, and other indirect emissions. Direct emissions are from sources owned by processors, including boilers, heaters, cookers, vehicle fleets, and wastewater treatment. Other key contributors to energy use and carbon emissions within the plant include processing equipment, like ovens, dehydrators, retorts and pasteurizers, coolers and freezers, compressed-air systems, air-handling systems, and lighting. Indirect emissions, the second category, come from the use of purchased electricity. And finally, the category of other indirect emissions includes "emissions that occur as a result of food processing activities but from sources not owned or controlled by the manufacturer" such as "ingredients, freight, equipment manufacture, solid waste disposal, contractor, [and] employee business travel."90 Thus, the pervasive nature of industrial agriculture is ripe for a carbon tax to address BigAg's impact on climate change where it is the most resource-intensive, highest-emitting form of food production. Nonetheless, the U.S. may continue to resist entering in- to treaties, such as the Kyoto Protocol, because of its culturally rooted tax aversion.91
Various challenges and obstacles to a carbon tax, such as the harmonized European ETS, make it difficult to envision successful implementation in the U.S. The following section outlines some of these limitations and proposes strategies to overcome them.
IV. IMPLEMENTING THE IDEA: CHALLENGES OF CARBON TAXATION AND OBSTACLES TO CARBON-TAXATION IN AGRICULTURE
A. The Hierarchy of Environmental Law and the Question of Power Over Carbon Taxes: A Juxtaposition of the EU and US-American Approaches
One major source of friction within food and agriculture law is the approval and cultivation of GMOs, as they pose a host of environmental risks which accelerate climate change-such as expanding fossil-fuel and intensive-type farming.92 Noting agriculture's effects on climate change, this Article focuses on these connections.
In the EU, environmental protection and climate change are explicitly articulated goals set forth by the European Parliament. 
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TFEU "be chosen as the legal basis for environmental legislation, thereby ensuring that Member States are free to adopt more stringent protective measures in accordance with Art. 193 TFEU (formerly Art. 176 TEC)"95 This means that legal challenges can be brought based on these articles-specifically, climate change mitigation disputes may go before the European Court of Justice ("ECJ"). When challenges are brought, however, the question of jurisdiction arises, because few cases actually reach the ECJ. Germany's environmental protection and climate change challenges may, for instance, implicate various legal regimes, from the EU to the national and state levels.96
Figure 3 -Levels of Climate Change Laws Applicable in Germany. International treaties, such as the Kyoto Protocol (top), influence how the EU sets forth its Emissions Trading Directives under the ETS. On the national level, the German set of laws, including but not limited to the examples listed above, implement EU-wide Directives, and may even be more restrictive and protective of climate and environmental considerations.
In some of these challenges, tensions about the appropriate balance of power in climate change governance have given rise to heated disputes97 and fascinating cases, where " • Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 ("CERCLA" or "Superfund")110 • Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act ("EPCRA")111 States may, of course, further regulate various aspects of pollution and environmental conservation, but most environmental disputes touch upon one or more of these statutes.112 U.S. climate change policy is undergoing a change under the current administration, and this author limits the analysis to those aspects pertinent to this Article's argument regarding food and agriculture law.
Food and agriculture law is somewhat a sub-specialty of environmental law, albeit not exclusively. In the U.S., both food and agriculture law, on the one hand, and environmental law, on the other, involve the above federal environmental statutes in much of their litigation precedent. This overlap is evident in the roles of executive agencies, such as the Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA"), that oversee both environmental conservation and agriculture to some extent. The EPA, for instance, announced its "Strategy for Agriculture that outlined the agency's commitment to protect the country's food, water, land, and air for future generations."113 This strategy, in other words, implies that sustainable food production works in conjunction with climate change mitigation and adaptation.
Although EU laws are clearer and more abundant than in the U.S., climate change litigation in the U.S. has far outpaced its Similar to the EPA and USDA in the U.S., the European Food Safety Authority ("EFSA") must also comply with the EU's environmental statutes in considering the approval of GMOs. Specifically, in a counterpart to EIS analysis, in the EU, "Environmental Risk Assessment ("ERA") considers the impact on the environment caused by, for example, the introduction of GM plants, the use of certain substances in food, feed and plant protection products, or the introduction and spread of plant pests."118 Under a host of relevant legislation,119 "EFSA carries out ERA for some products authori[z]ed under EU food law, such as pesticides, additives in animal feed, or GM food and feed which may involve risks to the environment."120 However, climate change litigation in the EU is essentially limited to challenges under the ETS.
In trade scheme and the basis for carbon taxation in many European countries. Scholars note that "while much climate litigation in the U.S. is strategic, seeking either to force or to block GHG regulation, climate change litigation elsewhere is primarily tactical, aimed at specific projects or details of EU ETS implementation."121 The following summarizes some of the pertinent lawsuits and the effects they may have on carbon taxation in the agricultural sector.
B. Legal Challenges of Climate Change Mitigation
Nowhere in the world has litigation played as big a part in climate regulation as in the U.S.122 A common challenge in environmental litigation implicating GMOs is the issue of "whether the USDA's APHIS failed to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA"), under which agencies must prepare an environmental impact statement ("EIS") for 'major federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment. ' Two notable climate change actions, one from Germany and one from the U.S., exemplify the importance of maintaining a hierarchy in power over carbon taxation in environmental law. Although these cases are not about food-and agriculture-related issues, they imply them and establish instructive precedent.
The discrepancies between EU and US-American climate change law and policy described above are ultimately linked where US-American airline emissions affected German air quality.132 The consideration of Kyoto emissions limitations (as well as a host of other treaties and statutes that are beyond the scope of this Article) forces even US-American airlines flying over Germany into ETS compliance.133 As a result of this landmark case, U.S. airlines must purchase emissions allowances under the ETS for their airplane emissions over Europe. Even though the U.S. is not a Kyoto Protocol signatory, it must now comply with ETS rules to the extent that its airline businesses affect European airspace. Simply put, when American airlines pollute Europe's skies, they must now pay for it. Similar principles can be used in food and agriculture policy, as much of the industrialized production originates in the U.S. and is traded globally. Here, a carbon tax on GMO-dependent commodity crops, which require fossil-fuel-intensive processing and transportation, might be priced higher, thereby discouraging proliferation. Drawing the consequences of the centralization of food chains, in light of the existence of multiple foci of industrial agriculture in the U.S., gives the EU a foundation to fight back and defend its own markets and environments from being overpowered by the U.S. Such sovereign protection against climate change, or the use of the proceeds from such carbon taxes for adaptation and mitigation strategies, gives hope that future generations can enjoy the environment without suffering the dangers that climate science predicts.
Such protection of future generations' interests is at issue in one of the most progressive climate actions in the U.S. to date. In Juliana v. United States, a group of twenty-one young plaintiffs (aged eight to nineteen), along with the environmental advocacy organization Earth Guardians, and Dr. James Hansen of Columbia University, acting as guardian for future generations, filed this action against defendants the United States, President Barack Obama, and numerous executive agencies, including the EPA, alleging that the defendants "deliberately allow [ human history."134 The court agreed that "defendants are responsible for some of the harm caused by climate change and that the plaintiffs "may challenge defendants' climate change policy in court,"135 thereby empowering private citizens to use public law and private law principles in suits to protect their health from climate change. Applying these ideas to food and agriculture law, the protection of health and safety in light of climate change speaks for the promotion of agroecology, as noted above. Here, carbon taxation may disincentivize the BigAg scheme and make room for sustainable agroecologic farming practices that are locally based and collect fewer food miles. In terms of Pacala and Socolow's Wedges model, the shift toward agroecology could be within stabilization wedges which would, in turn, be financed with the proceeds from carbon taxes on heavy agricultural polluters along the entire food chain, from farm to fork.
Nonetheless, implementation of carbon taxes in the agricultural sector may be prone to industry critique and resistance. Beyond the theoretical benefits of expanding the carbon market to the agricultural sector are the real limitations of the market. In fact, some of the most recognized barriers to establishing an international carbon market are: (1) market uncertainty, (2) loss of regulatory control, and (3) comparability of effort and prices. 136 The market uncertainty may be attributed to the overall unpredictability of a new carbon taxation scheme, jointly complicating the competitiveness of products while relinquishing some regulatory control to treaty partners. However, these uncertainties and barriers may aid in the stabilization and work like a pendulum within the allotted emission allocations. As such, the expansion of carbon taxes to the agricultural sector may even have a variety of beneficial side effects.
